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As to motive, Elliot's argument comes to this: No
crime is committed without a motive. But here a crime
has been committed. There must therefore have been a
motive. As there is no evidence of any specific motive,
the motive must be inferred from the effect of the crime.
But the effect of the crime was to intimidate- natives
from making complaints of Europeans. Therefore, four
judges and twelve jurors unanimously agreed to commit
a fearful crime in order to intimidate natives from com-
plaining of Europeans.

Thus, in Sir Gilbert Elliot's view, the crime proved
the motive and the motive proved the crime, but apart
from this I do not think it credible that for a mere
general political motive a large number of persons would
band themselves together to commit an odious crime, in
which no one of them had any direct personal interest.
The jury may have been prejudiced, but all Calcutta jurors
were certainly not blind partisans, for if they were, why
was Nuncomar acquitted on the charge of conspiracy
against Hastings ? As for the judges, the crime imputed
to them is of a different kind and degree from that which
is imputed to the jury. It is that for a general political
motive, in which no one of them had any direct personal
interest, they first applied to Nuncomar's case a law
which to their knowledge did not apply to it; secondly,
conducted his trial partially; thirdly, refused him
leave to appeal; and fourthly, refused to respite
him, acting in each case with full knowledge of the
illegality or injustice of their conduct, and in order to
put to death a man who, if guilty at all, was guilty
of a comparatively trifling offence. Did any four men
ever conduct themselves in such a manner for such a
motive ?